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A. Budget R e q u e s t S u m m a r y 

The Judicial Counci l proposes an ongoing General Fund augmentat ion of $7.0 million for Fiscal Year (FY) 

•
2016 -2017 to fund and support implementat ion of one key element of the Strategic Plan for Language 
Access in tfie California Courts, expanding interpreter services into all civil proceedings. This funding is 
critical to improve access to just ice for the 7 mill ion Limited Engl ish Proficient (LEP) Californians and 
promote eff iciency for the courts. 

B. Background/History (Provide relevant background/history and provide program resource history. 
Provide workload metrics, if applicable.) 

Access to the courts for all Cal i fornians is crit ical to ensure the legit imacy of our system of justice and the 
trust and conf idence of Cali fornians in our courts. Without meaningful language access, Californians who 
speak limited English are denied access to the very laws created to protect them. 

California is home to the most diverse populat ion in the country. There are approximately 7 million LEP 
residents and potential court users speaking more than 200 languages and dispersed over a vast 
geographic area. Accord ing to data recently released by the US Census Bureau, 4 4 % of Californians age 5 
and over speak a language other than English at home. That percentage rises to 5 4 % in the Los Angeles 
metropol i tan area. The most commonly spoken languages vary widely both within and among counties; 
indigenous languages have become more common and also more visible, particularly in rural areas; and 
the influx of new immigrants brings with it newly emerging languages throughout the state. This richly 
diverse and dynamic populat ion is one of our greatest assets, and a signif icant driver of the state's 
economic and social growth and progress. It also means that the state's institutions, including the judicial 
branch, must continual ly adapt to meet the needs of its consti tuents. A n d it means that this language 
barrier is not going away. Cali fornians cont inue to face significant obstacles to meaningful access to our 
just ice system. The Cali fornia courts also face unique chal lenges every day, particularly in courtrooms with 

high vo lume calendars in which the vast majority of litigants are sel f - represented (such as traffic, family 
law, and smal l c laims, where parties must represent themselves) . Courts must confront these chal lenges 
with limited resources, having endured severe budget cuts dur ing the past several years that have 
signif icantly interfered wi th their ability to maintain adequate levels of service. Al though some funding has 
been restored to the courts, the branch is not funded to the level required to be able to provide all the 
services Cal i fornians need and expect in the resolution of their legal d isputes. 

Whi le the provision of comprehensive language access across our sys tem of just ice will undoubtedly 
require addit ional resources and funding, the branch also understands that fundamental and systemic 
changes in our approach to language access, at the statewide and local levels, are both necessary and 
feasible. The Chief Justice recognized that developing a comprehensive statewide language access plan 
was a critical first step in addressing the needs of the state's LEP populat ion in a more systematic fashion. 

On January 22, 2015, the Judicial Counci l approved a comprehensive Strategic Plan for Language Access 
in the California Courts, wh ich includes 8 strategic goals and 75 detai led recommendat ions to be 
completed in three distinct phases.' ' The Judicial Counci l 's Language Access Plan Implementation Task 
Force (Task Force), chaired by Supreme Court Associate Justice Mar iano Florentino-Cuellar, advises the 
Chief Justice and Judicial Counci l on implementat ion of the recommendat ions. The Task Force will 
establ ish the necessary systems for monitoring compl iance with the plan. The Task Force's charge is to 
turn the Language Access Plan (LAP) into a practical roadmap for courts by creat ing an implementat ion 
plan for full implementat ion in all 58 trial courts. 

f Mte: Phase 1 = Implementat ion of these LAP recommendations should begin in 2015; Phase 2 = Implementation of these LAP 
commendations may begin immediately, where practicable, but should begin by 2016-2017; Phase 3 = Implementation of these 

LAP recommendations may begin immediately, but may require significant foundational steps, t ime and resources in order to be 
completed by 2020. 
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Fundamental to Cal i fornia's LAP is the principle that the plan's implementat ion will be adequately funded 
so the expansion of language access services will take place without impairing other court services. 

The annual funding dedicated for language access is Program 0150037, which provides funding for court 
interpreter services. The funding for interpreter services has historically been limited primarily to 
const i tut ional ly-mandated cases, including criminal cases and juveni le matters. Current funding is not 
sufficient to support growth and expansion of interpreter services into domest ic violence, family law, 
guardianship and conservatorship, small claims, unlawful detainers and other civil matters. This 
augmentat ion will al low the courts to continue to provide court interpreter services in civil matters, and 
assure all 58 trial courts that increased funding for expanded court interpreter services for l imited English 
proficient court users in civil is available. 

Federal Compl iance 
On August 16, 2010, the US Department of Justice (DOJ) issued a letter clarifying the requirement that 
courts receiving federal f inancial assistance must provide meaningful access to LEP persons in order to 
comply with federal law. According to the 2010 DOJ letter to all state chief just ices and court 
administrators, courts that receive federal funding must provide interpreters, free of charge, in all court 
proceedings to avoid violat ing civil rights laws. The DOJ had previously provided guidance documents that 
emphasize that appl icable civil rights law requires courts receiving federal f inancial assistance to provide 
meaningful access to all civil, criminal or administrat ive hearings, at no charge to LEP individuals. They 
further explain that such access: should be extended to LEP parties and other LEP individuals whose 
presence or part icipation is appropriate to the court proceedings, should be provided in court programs and 
activities outside of the court room, and should include language services for communicat ion t ietween LEP 
individuals and court appointed or court managed service providers. Whi le recognizing budget concerns 
and constraints on the part of state and local courts, the August 2010 memorandum to state court 
administrators bluntly stated: Fiscal pressures, however, do not provide an exempt ion from civil rights 
requirements. 

In February 2 0 1 1 , the US DOJ initiated an investigation of the Los Angeles Superior Court and the Judicial^ 
Counci l of California. The investigation was prompted by a December 2010 complaint fi led by the Legal A id 
Foundat ion of Los Ange les on behalf of two lit igants who were not provided with Korean interpreters for 
their court hearings. The complaint alleges that in fail ing to provide the interpreters, the courts violated Title 
VI of the federal Civil Rights Act of 1964, which prohibits national origin discr iminat ion. These cases, 
according to the complaint, "are just two examples of many LAFLA (Legal A id Foundation of Los Angeles) 
clients who have been denied access to the courts based on their l imited-English proficiency." In a letter 
dated May 22, 2013, the DOJ summarized the observat ions they had made during the course of their 
investigation, identif ied 4 major areas of concern, and issued 8 recommendat ions for steps toward 
compl iance with Title VI and DOJ's Title VI implement ing regulat ions. Key among their f indings and 
recommendat ions were the fol lowing: 

1. Title VI requires interpreter services in court proceedings be provided free of charge and requires 
interpreters in all court proceedings, not merely cr iminal and juveni le matters. 

2. LEP litigants must be provided interpreting services f rom competent interpreters and not family or 
fr iends. 

3. The Judicial Counci l should consider eff iciencies and practices that can improve and increase language 
services in proceedings and operations, including appropriately util izing technology such as video 
remote interpreting. 

4 . The Judicial Counci l should arrange for translat ion of fee waiver forms into the most common 
languages. 

The Judicial Counci l and Los Angeles Superior Court both have been working collaboratively with DOJ 
toward voluntary compl iance, without the need for legal act ion to be taken. DOJ monitored the drafting of 
the LAP with great interest, and continues to monitor implementat ion closely. Failure to take meaningful 
steps to implement the plan will likely lead to action by the US DOJ which might result in a less measured 
implementat ion strategy. 
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Consti tut ional and Statutory Direction 
Effective January 1, 2015, Evidence Code sect ion 756 and Government Code sect ion 68092.1 were 
added, sett ing forth the joint commitment of the legislative and judicial branches of government to carry out 

•
the goal of providing interpreters to all parties who require one, regardless of case type and level of 
income. The Evidence Code section provides that "[t]o the extent required by other state or federal laws, 
the Judicial Counci l shall reimburse courts for court interpreter services provided in civil act ions and 
proceedings to any party who is present in court and who does not proficiently speak or understand the 
Engl ish language for the purpose of interpreting the proceedings in a language the party understands, and 
assist ing communicat ions between the party, his or her attorney, and the court." The code then sets forth a 
case type priority order for the provision of interpreters "if sufficient funds are not appropr iated to provide 
an interpreter to every party that meets the standard of eligibility." 

Addit ional ly, Article 1, §14 of the California Const i tut ion provides for the right to an interpreter in criminal 
matters; Code of Civil Procedure §116.550(a) and (d) d iscuss the right to an interpreter in small claims; 
and Evidence Code §§ 752, 730, 731(a) & (c) speak to the right of wi tnesses to have interpreters. 

C . State Leve l Cons idera t ions 

Cali fornia is the most diverse state in the country, wi th approximately 7 million LEP residents and potential 
court users dispersed over a vast geographic area and speaking more than 200 languages. Without proper 
language assistance, LEP court users will be exc luded f rom meaningful participation in the judicial process. 
Many LEP lit igants appear without an attorney and wi thout a qualif ied interpreter, and courts have had to 
rely on fr iends and/or family members of the court user—individuals who general ly do not understand legal 
terminology or court procedures—to act as the court interpreter. Further, LEP court users' language needs 
are not l imited to the cour t room; the need for language assistance extends to all points of contact with the 
public, including clerks' offices, self-help centers, court -connected clinics, and beyond. 

•

The Cal i fornia judicial branch has long supported the need for language access services in the courts. 
However, until recently, the branch had not adopted a comprehensive plan to provide recommendat ions, 
gu idance, and a consistent statewide approach to ensure language access for all LEP court users. The 
Strategic Plan for Language Access in the California Courts (LAP), adopted by the Judicial Counci l on 
January 22, 2015, sets forth a comprehensive plan to provide recommendat ions, guidance, and a 
consistent statewide approach to ensure language access for all LEP court users. The comprehensive plan 
consists of eight goals and 75 recommendat ions, including priorities the Judicial Counci l hopes to phase in 
for implementat ion by the courts and Judicial Counci l dur ing the next f ive years (2015-2020) . The plan 
al igns with the US DOJ's recommendat ions for Cal i fornia to expand its language access efforts. It also 
al igns with recent legislation in California (Assem. Bill 1657; Stats. 2014, ch. 721) that sets out priorities for 
the provision of court interpreters in civil proceedings. Extensive language assistance has been and 
cont inues to be a priority in the state's courts, including providing court interpreters for many types of 
cases. 

The Strategic Plan for Language Access supports Goal I of the Judicial Council 's 2 0 0 6 - 2 0 1 6 strategic 

p lan—Access , Fairness, and Diversi ty—which sets forth that: 

• Al l persons will have equal access to the courts and court proceedings and programs; 

• Court procedures will be fair and understandable to court users; and 

• Members of the judicial branch communi ty will str ive to understand and be responsive to the needs of 

court users f rom diverse cultural backgrounds. 

The LAP also aligns with the 2008 -2011 operat ional plan for the judicial branch, which identifies additional 
object ives, including: 

Increase qualif ied interpreter services in mandated court proceedings and seek to expand services to 
addit ional court venues; and 
Increase the availabil ity of language access services to all court users. 
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The LAP also aligns with the Chief Justice's Access 3D f ramework and enhances equal access by serving 
people of all languages, abilities, and needs, in keeping with California's diversity. ^ 

At public hearings regarding language access conducted in 2014, key language access stakeholders 
expressed support for the courts to enhance and expand language access services for Cali fornia's 
approximately 7 million LEP residents. These stakeholders included members of the public, including LEP 
court users; bench officers and court staff f rom the trial courts; members of the State Bar and Legislature 
(Assemblyman Ed Chau); court interpreters, including court employee interpreter members of the 
Cal i fornia Federation of Interpreters (CFI) and independent court interpreter organizat ions; legal services 
providers; and educators. Fundamenta l to California's Language Access Plan is the principle that the 
plan's implementat ion will be adequately funded so the expansion of language access services will take 
place without impairing other court services. Failure to take meaningful steps to implement the plan will 
l ikely lead to action by the US DOJ which might result in a less measured implementat ion strategy. 

D. Just i f icat ion 

Interpreter S e r v i c e s in Civil Matters: Until recently, Cali fornia courts provided spoken language 
interpreter services at court cost to parties in criminal and juveni le cases, and in some domest ic violence 
matters, but generally did not do so in other civil case types. Changes to state law and policy have both 
out l ined a goal of providing interpreters in all civil matters at court cost, and al lowed for expanded provision 
of services to begin happening. In order to al low courts to continue providing the interpreter services in 
civil matters that have begun, and allow for further expansions (in more courts, into different case types, or 
into other languages), the Judicial Counci l requires an increase to Program 0150037 funding for court 
interpreter services. 

Background 
For LEP court users, fundamental interests are at stake not only in criminal and juveni le matters, but also 
in civil matters, which effect housing, personal safety, divorce, custody of chi ldren, the determinat ion of a 
parental relationship or other matters. This is why providing interpreters in all court cases is important. 

New State Law 
Prior to January 1, 2015, there were two primary barriers to trial courts providing interpreters in civil cases: 
1) It was unclear whether local Cali fornia courts had the legal authority to provide interpreters at court cost 
to LEP part ies, especially those who had not been evaluated as indigent; and, 2) Insufficient funding 
avai lable to do so, even if the authority to do so were clear. 

The Judicial Counci l sponsored Assembly Bill 1657 to make this ability clear. Effective January 1, 2015, A B 
1657 author ized courts to provide interpreters to all parties in civil matters, regardless of income; specif ied 
that courts were not permitted to charge parties for interpreter services provided by the court and set forth 
a case type priority and preference for how to deploy interpreters when courts do not have sufficient 
resources to provide interpreters for all persons. 

Government Code section 68092.1 , added by A B 1657, also clearly articulated the fol lowing legislative 
intent: "The Legislature finds and declares that it is imperat ive that courts provide interpreters to all parties 
who require one, and that both the legislative and judicial branches of government cont inue in their joint 
commi tment to carry out this shared goal." 
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New State Policy 
On January 22, 2015, the Judicial Counci l adopted the Strategic Plan for Language Access in tfie 
California Courts. The LAP (Recommendat ion No. 8) provides that qualif ied interpreters must be provided 

•
in the Cali fornia courts to LEP court users in all court proceedings, including civil proceedings, as 
priori t ized in Evidence Code sect ion 756, and including Family Court Services mediat ion. 

Federal Investigation 
In addi t ion to the above Cali fornia events, there has been an on-going investigation into both Los Angeles 
Super ior Court and the Judicial Counci l by the US DOJ Office of Civil Rights. The DOJ has firmly and 
publical ly conveyed their point of v iew that federal law requires states to provide interpreters in all civil 
mat ters at court cost. 

Until suff icient funds are appropr iated, courts can only take small steps to provide interpreters in all other 
case types through the priority order set out in Evidence Code section 756. As discussed in more detail 
below, full access to language serv ices cannot be achieved until court efforts are fully funded through the 
Program 45.45 fund, which funds court interpreter services in both criminal and civil matters. 

Program 0150037 Appropriation 
Each year there is an appropr iat ion in the Budget Act for Program 0150037, which is used to reimburse 
courts for interpretive services. For FY 2 0 1 4 - 2 0 1 5 the appropr iat ion was $94,560 mill ion of which $94,473 
mil l ion was available to re imburse courts for interpretive services ($87,000 of the annual appropriat ion is 
for the Court Interpreter Data Col lect ion System). This funding historically has been used solely to provide 
interpreter services in what used to be referred to as "mandatory cases" - that is, criminal and juveni le 
matters. Courts provided interpreters in civil matters in very l imited circumstances. Over the years, there 
have been unspent monies f rom the Program 0150037 appropr iat ion. Judicial Counci l policy, since 2 0 0 9 -
2010 , is that any remaining funding f rom the Program 0150037 appropriat ion is to be used to reimburse 
trial courts for the cost of interpreter services. The fund balance rose to approximately $13 mill ion in 

•
unspent funding. However, as those funds accumulated before the recent changes to law and policy 
providing for the provision of interpreters in civil case types, the surplus is anticipated to be exhausted in 
FY 2016-17. 

Available Data and Development of Civil Cost Projections 
Prior to July 1 , 2014, courts were requi red to report on f inancial expendi tures related to interpreting 
serv ices, but reporting in detail about court interpreter usage was not mandatory. In January 2014, the 
Judicial Counci l directed trial courts to track the use of interpreters in civil matters and report this 
informat ion to the Judicial Counci l in the format and t imeframe specif ied by the Judicial Counci l . Reporting 
instruct ions and specif ications were developed, and effective July 1, 2014, reporting on court interpreter 
usage became mandatory. Courts were required to specify the number of interpretations provided, and in 
what case types, and to do so quarterly. This new set of requirements will provide the best statewide usage 
data Cal i fornia courts have seen, and wil l ult imately help us project need and gaps in services. 

Data has been compiled and calculated for most courts for FY 2014 -2015 . Usage data for Los Angeles 
has been est imated through a detai led sampl ing of daily interpreter logs from the court. Est imates for 
interpreter usage in Los Angeles have been completed for the first and second quarters of the fiscal year, 
and efforts are underway to complete the sampl ing for quarter 3. At this t ime, this data does not provide 
suff icient information to determine the full cost of providing interpreters in civil matters (see information 
be low regarding the rollout of interpreters in civil, which prohibits us f rom simply using current usage 
numbers to determine the cost). 
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In the absence of usage data that will help us predict costs, the council developed a formula using 
information from the 2015 Language Need and Interpreter Use Study^ and case characterist ics data from 
the Judicial Branch Statistical Information System (JBSIS) was developed to calculate need. The basic 
formula is two-pronged. The first prong calculates the number of events (i.e. hearings, status c o n f e r e n c e s i 
etc) that will likely need interpretat ion: [ (% of LEP populat ion x total civil fi l ings) x average number of events 
per case)] x % of events likely to require an interpretation. (For purposes of this calculat ion, it is assumed 
that the LEP population has the same propensity to file as non-LEP litigants.) The second prong calculates 
costs. 

After analysis of the data required to run the formula, we found a lack of usable information on the average 
number of events per case or the percent of events likely to need an interpretation. Unfortunately, not all 
courts report in JBSIS, nor do the report ing courts consistently report hearing and pro per data^. There is 
no way to know the extent of the underreport ing, but, based on other research, it is bel ieved to be 
considerable. Consequent ly, the est imated number of court events needing interpretation in FY 2 0 1 5 - 2 0 1 6 
is unreliable and the formula could not be used at this t ime to est imate costs. In the absence of necessary 
interpreter usage data and data to populate the formula that was developed, the council turned to known 
information about the use of Program 0150037 funds to determine the amount of the requested funding. 

Current Program 0150037 Expenditure Projections and Need for $7.0 Million in FY 2016-2017 
Beginning in May 2014, the Los Ange les Superior Court led expansion efforts in the provision of court 
interpreters for civil cases (first only where parties were indigent), and now provides court interpreters for 
LEP parties free of charge in unlawful detainers, civil harassment, conservatorship, guardianship, elder 
abuse, and all family law matters. Other courts began providing interpreters in civil over t ime, some just 
recently and others have not yet begun. Courts ability to begin providing interpreters in these case types 
required the complet ion of impact bargaining in each of the 4 bargaining regions, as the descr ipt ion of the 
work performed in the Memorandums of Understanding had previously only applied to criminal and juveni le 
matters and civil only incidentally. 

Whi le the final Program 0150037 expendi tures for FY 2 0 1 4 - 2 0 1 5 will not be f inalized until winter of 2015, 
is anticipated that, due to current civil expansion efforts, the California courts will have used all of the 
annual Program 0150037 appropriat ion this year and nearly $1 mill ion of the $13 mill ion savings. It is 
important to note, however, that the FY 2014 -2015 expendi tures are not yet reflective of what the full year 
costs of expanding into civil are for the fol lowing reasons, among others: 

• A number of courts have not yet begun providing interpreters in civil matters, including large courts such 
as San Diego, San Bernardino, and Riverside 

• Some courts only began expanding to civil in the past few months 
• Because the law did not change until January 1, 2015, those courts that did expand to civil earl ier were 

likely only providing interpreters to indigent litigants and not all l it igants 
• Some courts began a slow roll out of case types in which they were going to provide civil (start ing with 1 

or 2 and then expanding to 3 or 4). 

^ The 2015 Language Need and Interpreter Use Study is a recurring study done every five years to determine interpreter 
need in criminal, juvenile, and certain family cases. The 2015 study was conducted by the National Center for State 
Courts and was expanded to include an analysis of civil interpreter use and need. A copy of the study may be accessed at 
the following link: http://www.courts.ca.gov/documents/lr-2015-Language-Need-and-lnterpreter-Use-Study.pdf. 

^ Pro per data needed for estimating the percent of cases likely to need interpretation. 
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With the expans ion into civil, and the increase in interpreter salaries obtained through col lect ive bargaining 
over the next two years, current expendi ture projections (using Los Angeles ' expendi tures as 
representat ive) indicate that nearly $5.8 mil l ion more of the savings will be used in FY 2 0 1 5 - 2 0 1 6 (See 
Exhibit A, Project ion Est imates of Court Interpreter Reimbursements, as of December 24, 2015). For FY 

•
2016-2017 , the amount of savings ant ic ipated to be used is $6.9 mil l ion, but only $6.4 mil l ion will remain, 
resulting in a Program 0150037 deficit of over $500,000. It is important to note, however, that expenditures 
in Los Ange les may prove to be an unrel iable proxy for the costs of funding this expansion throughout the 
state. Due to the large number of interpreter employees the court has, it may be able to provide greater 
amounts of interpreter services without any addit ional costs than other courts with just a few interpreter 
employees. Los Ange les may be in a posit ion to capital ize on incidental available t ime to a much greater 
extent than courts wi th few employee interpreters. Other courts may need to hire proport ionately more 
interpreters or independent contractors than Los Angeles, thus rendering the est imates based on 
expendi tures in Los Ange les substantial ly lower than reality. Data in the coming years will al low us to better 
determine the accuracy of this est imation method. 

If no new ongoing funding for Program 0150037 is received in FY 2016 -2017 , courts that have done 
minimal expans ion will l ikely see no ability to expand services, and courts that have already begun 
meaningful expans ion will see no other recourse than to reduce, or perhaps stop altogether, their provision 
of interpreter services in civil cases. The progress made toward providing meaningful access to just ice for 
LEP court users will take a large step backward. To support continuing civil expansion and not risk having 
to roll back expans ion efforts, the Program 0150037 fund requires an augmentat ion of $7.0 mil l ion 
beginning in FY 2 0 1 6 - 2 0 1 7 . This will al low the courts to cont inue to provide court interpreter services in 
civil matters, and assure all 58 trial courts that increased funding for provision of expanded court interpreter 
services for LEP court users in civil will be made avai lable beginning in July 2016, thereby providing 
conf idence that they can and should proceed with expansion. Once the Judicial Counci l has more 
complete data based on actual court expendi tures for civil court interpreter expansion, including data from 
all courts for the current f iscal year, it will be able to more fully forecast cost projections and models for full 
civil expansion in the courts. 

E. O u t c o m e s and Accountabi l i ty (Provide summary of expected outcomes associated with Budget 
Request and provide the projected workload metrics that reflect how this proposal improves the metrics 
outlines in the Background/History Section.) 

Increased provis ion of court interpreters for L E P court u s e r s in civil matters. Funding will al low more 
courts to provide interpreters in mult iple languages in growing numbers of civil cases and case types. 
Expansion of court interpreter services in civil matters is consistent with the direction of the US DOJ and 
the f indings set forth in Government Code section 68092.1 that it is imperative that courts provide 
interpreters to all parties who require one, and that both the legislative and judicial branches of government 
continue in their joint commi tment to carry out this shared goal . Courts will continue to report on interpreter 
usage, by case type, and the Judicial Counci l will be able to more effectively calculate the cont inuing unmet 
need. 

F. A n a l y s i s of All F e a s i b l e Alternatives 

1. Do not approve funding for interpreters in civil c a s e types. 

Pro: No impact to the General Fund. 

C o n : Courts and the Judicial Counci l will be l imited in their ability to expand language access services 
for LEP court users due to a lack of funding. Failure to take meaningful steps to implement the plan will 
likely lead to act ion by the US DOJ which might result in a less measured implementat ion strategy. 

2. Approve 50% of the funding requested. 

Pro: Courts will be able to continue to provide interpreters in at least some of the civil matters they 
have been providing services in, or will begin before July 1, 2016. 
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C o n : If inadequate funding is received in FY 2016 -2017 for Program 0150037, it is expected that 
courts will have to reduce their provision of interpreter services in civil cases, and the progress made 
toward providing meaningful access to just ice will take a large step backward. Courts and the Judicial 
Counci l will be severely limited in their ability to expand language access services for LEP court users 
due to a lack of adequate funding. 

Failure to take meaningful steps to implement the plan will likely lead to act ion by the US DOJ, which 
might result in a less measured implementat ion strategy. 

3. Approve the full Genera l Fund augmentat ion of $7.0 million for the trial cour ts 

Pro: This will al low the courts to cont inue to provide court interpreter services in civil matters, and 
assure all 58 trial courts that increased funding for provision of expanded court interpreter services for 
LEP court users in civil will be made avai lable beginning in July 2016, thereby providing conf idence that 
they can proceed with expansion and not risk having to roll back expansion efforts. 

C o n : Impact on general fund, would require addit ional general fund resources/appropr iat ion. 

G. implementation Plan 

The Language Access Plan Implementat ion Task Force was formed in March 2015 and advises the 
Judicial Counci l on implementat ion of the recommendat ions contained in the Strategic Plan for Language 
Access in the Cali fornia Courts. As part of its charge, the Task Force will develop an implementat ion plan 
for presentat ion to the Judicial Counci l and identify the costs associated wi th implement ing the plan's 
recommendat ions. The plan contains 75 recommendat ions to be completed in three distinct phases. In the 
current f iscal year (2015-2016) , work has commenced on some of the phase 1 LAP recommendat ions. 
One of the del iverables in the current contract with the NCSC is to identify the full costs of LAP 
implementat ion in California over the next three to five years. Based on the work they do, the Task Force 
will prioritize implementat ion of additional recommendat ions for FY 2017-2018. Wi th regard to the proposal 
in this BCP; 

• Funding for interpreter services. Courts will be able to seamlessly cont inue to provide interpreter 
services in the case types in which they have already begun providing interpreters, and may be 
able to expand to additional languages or addit ional case types. 

H. Supplementa l Information (Describe special resources and provide details to support costs including 
appropriate back up.) 

I. Recommendat ion 
The Judicial Counci l recommends the Alternat ive #3 , an ongoing General Fund augmentat ion of $7.0 

million for FY 2 0 1 6 - 2 0 1 7 to fund and support court efforts to provide interpreters in all case types. 
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B C P F i s c a l Detail Sheet 
B C P Title: Language A c c e s s 

Budget Request Summary 
C Y BY 

DP Name: 0250-O06-BCP-DP-2016-GB 

FY16 
BY+1 BY+2 BY+3 BY+4 

Operating Expenses and Equipment 
54XX - Special Items of Expense 

Total Operating Expenses and Equipment 

Total Budget Request 

Fund Summary 
Fund Source - Local Assistance 

0001 - General Fund 
Total Local Assistance Expenditures 

Total All Funds 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

7,000 
$7,000 

$7,000 

7,000 
$7,000 

$7,000 

7,000 7.000 
$7,000 $7,000 

$7,000 

7,000 

$7,000 

7,000 
$7,000 

$7,000 

$7,000 

$7,000 

7,000 
$7,000 

$7,000 

7,000 
$7,000 

$7,000 

7.000 
$7,000 

$7,000 

7,000 
$7,000 

$7,000 

Program Summary 
Program Funding 

0150037 - Court Interpreters 
Total All Programs $0 

7,000 
$7,000 

7,000 7,000 
$7,000 $7,000 

7,000 
$7,000 

7,000 
$7,000 


